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Figure S1. Ensemble mean differences of air temperature (a), precipitation (b), windspeed (c), shortwave radiation (d), longwave radiation

(e) and humidity (f) anomalies between GAG and HEF of the downscaled GCM/RCM time series of the EURO-CORDEX (RCP scenarios)
and ISIMIP3b ensembles (SSP scenarios).



Figure S2. Difference of modelled and observed surface velocity of GAG (a) and HEF (b).



Figure S3. Difference of modelled and observed surface mass balance of GAG (a) and HEF (b). Note that observed SMB are provided in
100 and 50 m elevation bands for GAG and HEF, respectively.



Figure S4. Difference of modelled and observed surface elevation changes of GAG (a) and HEF (b).



